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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . The Amendment filed on Marcli 2"^^, 2009 lias been entered. Claims 13-31 are 
pending in the application. 

Drawings 

2. The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must show 
every feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the "closure wall 
configured to be partially opened to enable the disposing of the particle constituents" of 
claims 1 9 and 31 must be shown or the feature(s) canceled from the claim(s). No new 
matter should be entered. 

3. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .121(d) are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended 
replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure 
number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure 
is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, 
and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate 
changes made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for 
consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering 
of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New 
Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner. 
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the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next 
Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described In a printed publication In this or a foreign country or In public 
use or on sale In this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent In the United 
States. 

5. Claims 13-15, 17-20, 23, 24, 28, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by German Patent Application Publication No. 10036597 to 
Lepperhoff et al. (Lepperhoff). This document was originally published in the German 
language; a machine translation was utilized for the basis of this rejection. Additionally, 
paragraph numbers have been added for ease of reference. 

6. In reference to claim 1 3, Lepperhoff discloses forcibly passing a stream of a fluid 
through a filter wall of the filter from a raw gas side (at 2, Fig. 1 ) to a clean gas side (at 
3, Fig. 1 ) of the filter so as to separate out particles and particle constituents from the 
stream (pars. 0001-0002), wherein the particles and particle constituents are collected 
by the filter wall on the raw gas side (par. 0003); and performing a regeneration process 
on the filter during operation of the filter to remove particles from the filter wall (pars. 
0002-0003, 0005) and moving particle constituents not removed from the raw gas side 
of the filter by the regeneration process to a receiving device (14, Fig. 1 ) disposed on 
the raw gas side (par. 0005). 
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7. In reference to claim 14, Lepperhoff discloses wherein tlie particles include soot 
and the particle constituents includes ashes (pars. 0002, 0003, 0005). 

8. In reference to claim 15, Lepperhoff discloses the regeneration process is 
performed continuously during operation of the filter (par. 0015). 

9. In reference to claim 1 7, Lepperhoff discloses the fluid is a gas (par. 0001 ). 

1 0. In reference to claim 1 8, Lepperhoff discloses the filter is a particle filter for an 
internal combustion engine (par. 0001). 

11. In reference to claim 1 9, Lepperhoff discloses a method that is substantially 
similar to that which is claimed in claim 13, further including the filter wall includes a 
plurality of channels (1 3.1 , Fig. 1 ) on the raw gas side, each channel closed by a 
closure wall (formed by 14, Fig. 1) configured to be partially opened to enable the 
disposing of the particle constituents (par. 0016). 

12. In reference to claim 20, Lepperhoff discloses the fluid stream is imparted with a 
pulsating flow to move the removed particle constituents to the receiving device (par. 
0005). 

1 3. In reference to claim 23, with regards to the limitation wherein a portion of the 

fluid stream flows through the receiving device, due to the inherent nature of a pulsating 
flow such as the exhaust from an internal combustion, the fluid stream will necessarily 
experience back-flow and flow through the receiving device (14, Fig. 1), and the method 
of Lepperhoff thereby meets the limitations of the claim. 

14. In reference to claim 24, Lepperhoff discloses the receiving device includes a 
regenerable filter surface (pars. 0002, 0003, 0005, 0015). 
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1 5. In reference to claim 28, Lepperhoff discloses the regeneration process is 
performed thermally (pars. 0002, 0003, 0005, 0015). 

1 6. In reference to claim 31 , Lepperhoff discloses a filter wall (8, Fig. 1 ) dividing a 
clean gas side (at 3, Fig. 1 ) and a raw gas side (at 2, Fig. 1 ) of the filter and configured 
to separate out particles and particle constituents from a stream of fluid passing through 
the filter wall and to enable the particles and particle constituents to be removed in a 
regeneration process (pars. 0001-0003, 0005), wherein the filter wall includes a plurality 
of channels (1 3.1 , Fig. 1 ) on the raw gas side, each channel being closed by a closure 
wall (formed by 14, Fig. 1 ) configured to be at least partially openable so as to enable 
disposal of the particle constituents (par. 0016). 

17. Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by US Patent 
No. 6,375,695 to Machida et al. (Machida). 

18. In reference to claim 29, Machida discloses a filter wall (20, Figs. 15-19) dividing 
a clean gas side (at 210, Figs. 15-19) and a raw gas side (at 212, Figs. 15-19) of the 
filter and configured to separate out particles and particle constituents from a stream of 
fluid passing through the wall and to enable the particles to be removed in a 
regeneration process (see Figures, Abstract, Specification, etc.); and a receiving device 
(6, Figs. 1 0, 1 5-1 9) configured to receive a flow of the fluid from the raw gas side of the 
filter therethrough and to receive and hold the particle constituents, wherein the 
receiving device is connectable on the raw gas side of the filter wall (see Figs. 1 5-1 9). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary sl^ill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

20. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

21 . Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lepperhoff. 

22. Lepperhoff discloses the method of claim 1 3, but fails to specifically disclose the 
continuous moving of the particle constituents. However, Lepperhoff discloses the 
benefits of moving the particle constituents when the filter is hot (par. 0025). 
Furthermore, the particle constituents will continuously accumulate on the filter wall and 
the filter will be continuously heated by exhaust gas during operation of the engine. 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of invention to have performed the moving of the particle constituents continually during 
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operation to sinnultaneously tal<e advantage of the liot filter conditions and continually 
remove the particle constituents, thereby improving filter flow. 

23. Claims 21 , 22, 25, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lepperhoff as applied to claim 13 above, and further in view of 
Machida. 

24. In reference to claims 21 , 22, 25, and 26, Lepperhoff discloses the method of 
claim 13, but fails to specifically disclose feeding pressurized air into the filter on the raw 
gas side to move the removed particle constituents through the receiving device and out 
of a flow outlet leading out of the receiving device and into the clean gas side, and 
closing an outlet leading out of the clean gas side of the filter. Machida discloses a 
similar method (see Figures, Abstract, Specification, etc.) that utilizes feeding 
pressurized air into the filter on the raw gas side to move particles through a receiving 
device (61 , Fig. 1 0) and out of a flow outlet (60, Fig, 1 0) leading out of the receiving 
device and into the clean gas side (in this case, outside the system, which is on the 
"clean gas side"). Machida further discloses closing an outlet leading out of the clean 
gas side (col. 6, line 55 - col. 7, line 5). It has been held that applying a known 
technique to a known method to yield predictable results is obvious. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have 
utilized the feeding of pressurized air, as suggested by Machida, in the method 
Lepperhoff to have the predictable result of moving the removed particles to the 
receiving device, and then out of the system entirely. Furthermore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have 
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incorporated closing an outlet leading out of the clean gas side, as suggested by 
Machida, into the method of Lepperhoff to have the predictable result of preventing the 
pressurized air from escaping out of the tailpipe, rather than being used to move the 
removed particle constituents. 

25. Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lepperhoff as applied to claim 13 above, and further in view of US Patent No. 4,902,487 
to Cooper et al. (Cooper). 

26. Lepperhoff discloses the method of claim 1 3 but fails to specifically disclose the 
regeneration process includes feeding nitrogen dioxide into the filter. Copper is brought 
in merely to demonstrate that it is conventional to feed nitrogen dioxide into a diesel 
particulate filter in order to perform a regeneration process (col. 1 , line 66 - col. 2, line 
66). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to have used the conventional process as demonstrated by Cooper into the 
method of Lepperhoff to have the predictable result of combusting soot in the filter. 

27. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Machida 
as applied to claim 29 above, and further in view of Lepperhoff. 

28. Machida discloses the filter of claim 29, but fails to specifically disclose the 
receiving device is removably connectable to the filter wall. Lepperhoff discloses a 
similar system that utilizes a receiving device (14, Fig. 1) that is removably connectible 
to the filter wall (par. 0016). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of invention to have connected the receiving device of Machida 
removably to the filter wall, as demonstrated by Lepperhoff, to have the predictable 
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result of making the process of cleaning the particle constituents from the receiving 
device easier. 

Response to Arguments 

29. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-28, 30, and 31 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

30. Applicant's arguments on page 8, with respect to claim 29 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. With regards to the argument that Machida 
does not disclose "a receiving device configured to receive a flow of the fluid from the 
raw gas side of the filter therethrough and to receive and hold he particle constituents", 
one can see from the embodiments depicted in Figures 15-19 that the exhaust gas flow 
can freely flow into process portion 6, and, due to the process portion possessing a 
discharge outlet (depicted as 60 in Fig. 10), can flow through. Therefore, the rejection is 
proper and remains. 

Conclusion 

31 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. US Patent No. 5,930,994 to Shimato et al. and US Patent No. 
4,875,335 to Arai et al. each disclose similar filter cleaning methods and apparatuses. 

32. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 
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33. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

34. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jonathan Matthias whose telephone number is (571 ) 
270-5840. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8:00AM-5:00PM. 

35. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomas Denion can be reached on (571) 272-4859. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding Is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

36. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
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USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Thomas E. Denion/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3748 
JM 



